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A m an v  Perthsh ire  A dvertise r

C lauses noted: 3

A  m an from  Scotland com pla ined to the Press C om pla in ts Com m ission tha t an a rtic le  headlined 
“ In jured pedestrian aw arded dam ages” pub lished in The Perthsh ire  A dvertise r on 10 February 2004 
in truded into his p rivacy in breach o f C lause 3 (P rivacy) o f the  C ode o f Practice.

The com p la in t was rejected.

The artic le  reported a court case re la ting to a ca r acc iden t in wh ich the com pla inan t was the 
o ffend ing party. It s tated tha t the  com p la inan t was a serv ing prison o ffice r and gave  his fu ll hom e 
address in add ition  to his ca r reg istra tion  num ber. The  com pla inan t considered tha t the  inclusion o f 
such a level o f personal deta il was unpro fess iona l and put his fam ily ’s sa fe ty  a t risk.

The  new spaper m ade c lear tha t all the  in form ation conta ined w ith in  the  artic le  was g iven in open 
court o r conta ined w ith in  the ju dgem en t o f the  case. The in form ation was, there fo re , in the  public 
dom ain. The  new spaper sen t the  com pla inan t a private letter, in wh ich it exp la ined tha t it 
understood the com p la inan t’s concerns and apo log ised fo r any d is tress caused.

The com pla inant, accepting tha t the  deta ils w ere  revealed in open court, m ade c lear tha t no 
m em ber o f the  pub lic had ac tua lly  been in a ttendance to hear them . The com p la inan t’s jo b  involved 
con fron ting  inm ates on a regu la r basis, and the pub lication o f his fu ll address to a w ide  aud ience  
was there fo re  a cons iderab le  security  risk. The  com pla inan t requested tha t the new spaper 
undertake  not to prin t personal deta ils  o f those in security -sens itive  jo bs  in the fu tu re , publish an 
apo logy and m ake a donation to charity.

Adjudication

The C om m ission noted that the  in form ation conta ined w ith in  the a rtic le  had c learly  been estab lished 
in the  pub lic dom ain by v irtue  o f being revealed in open court. The  court did not appear to  have 
im posed any restric tions on the pub lication o f the  address by the m edia. In these c ircum stances, the 
C om m iss ion ’s norm al approach is to cons ide r w he ther there  are exceptiona l reasons fo r in terfering 
w ith  the ed ito r’s legal right to publish the  in form ation.

W hile  the C om m ission could sym path ise  w ith  the com p la inan t’s fee lings  o f vu lnerability , it did not 
conclude tha t such reasons had been estab lished in th is case. The re  was no ev idence o f any actual 
th rea t to the  com pla inant, and the C om m ission was re luctan t to com e to a conclus ion tha t would 
e ffec tive ly  g ive  g rea te r rights to p rivacy to certa in  people on the basis o f the ir occupation, when the 
m ateria l concerned has a lready been placed in the pub lic dom ain.
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